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no standard to follow. For the occurrence of the signs as printed,
therefore, I am alone responsible; and no one who can anywhere
make a better division of clauses than I have made need be
restrained from so doing by the belief that he is running counter
to manuscript authority. Again, I have (except in certain cases at
the end of a cited rule or passage, where a reference follows) put
all the words of the commentary in euphonic combination accord-
ing to the usual rules; while in the manuscripts '(as is common in
exe<*etical writings) they are very frequently, for the sake of
greater clearness, separated from one another.* Here, too, the
usage of the various authorities is too discordant and irregular to
be followed. And to report their readings in these two particu-
lars would burden the critical notes with a mass of useless and
wearisome details.
In the same manner art treated such orthographical peculiari-
ties of the several manuscripts as that G, and M. regularly write a
final sibilant instead of visurjamya before an initial sibilant, and
often, where a m is assimilated to a following mute, write the
nasal mute corresponding to the latter, instead of anusvdra.
Moreover, in the representation of the nasal sounds, by 'the nasal
consonants, anusvdra (ft), or ?n, I have followed a consistent
method, with disregard of the manuscript usage.
The text given at the foot of the page contains the whole com-
ment, with two exceptions: citations from the Taittiriya-Sanhitu,
being written out in full, with references, in the notes fo the rules,
are indicated below only by first words or letters, with signs of
omission added; and again, where lists of affected words are
given in a rule, in euphonic combination, and repeated, separate,
at the beginning of the comment, they are replaced by signs of
omission, as having been sufficiently presented uncombined in the
translation of the rule. Errors of reading- in the cited passages
themselves are passed without notice, unless of such importance as
to cast doubt upon the identity of the passage; but, on the other
hand, the frequent differences of the versions" as regards the extent
of the illustrative passage cited are fully noted in the sequel of the
reference.
I have preferred, instead of giving an express and direct trans-
lation of the commentary, to work its substance fully into my own
notes upon the rules, somewhat as in my edition of the Atharva
Pralip&khya (Journ. Am. Or. Soc'y, Vol. vii., 1862). The differ-
ent conditions of the case, however, impress quite a different char-
acter upon the present work. The completeness and elaborateness
of the Tribhashyaratna make its working-up by far the larger and
more important part of what is to be done in illustration of the
Pratipakhya. Possessing no index verborum to the Taittiriya-
Sanhitl, nor even a manuscript of its pada-text, I have not been
able to try the Praticakhya by it with anything like the same
* Thus, to instance an extreme case, at the end of the comment on iy.10 the
manuscripts read (for once, with almost perfect unanimity): ihgyasya antah
ingytiniak na ihgyantah anifigydntah.